Sediment TWG Feedback Form

for Draft Forest Roads Management Approach
Forest Road Objectives:

1. Working definition of the universe of roads in consideration:

¢ Please list any road types that have not been included and that should be?
O -

O

Does OR know how many roads/road miles fall under each road category? Since the expectations are
different for each category, it would be helpful to have a sense of how large each category is.

2. Criteria for sediment delivery potential:

¢ Please provide any details or clarifications suggested for the following sections in the Approach:

Criteria for sediment delivery potential Suggestions
Risks of Chronic Sediment Delivery

Episodic Delivery

Common Factors

3. Ranking according to risk:

¢ Are additional details (or clarifications) necessary for the ranking guidelines? If so, please list
below:

Taking a targeted approach that prioritizes roadways more likely to deliver sediment to streams is a
good approach and in line with CZARA guidance. However, it's unclear if that inventory and schedule is
limited to just “legacy” roads or to all roads (including active ones). The first bullet under the Private
Industrial Forestlands states “submit a schedule for “legacy and other road improvements” implying that
active forest roads would also be considered. However, the introduction on the first page notes forest
roads built consistent with current rules “are considered protective of water quality” which implies they
would be exempt from any inventories for corrective actions. In order to satisfy CZARA requirements, it
must be clear that both “legacy” and active roads would be included. (See overall feedback below).
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o While fish-bearing streams and drinking water sources may deserve higher priority than
other streams, the importance of addressing sediment loading to non-fish bearing streams
cannot be ignored.

o Will there be additional guidance given as to what the thresholds should be for high, med
and low priorities? Providing some general guidance that provides flexibility may be helpful.

¢ Do you have suggestions for prioritizing project areas in which to do road work?
No

4. |Inventory/Information/Planning:

¢ What type of information collection {(methods, level of detail, means of processing/storage, etc.)
is necessary to allow road system managers to quantify the number and type of water quality
risks due to forest roads?

For CZARA purposes, there are no specific requirements for data collection. NOAA and EPA
recommended that OR inventory forest roads and develop a schedule for making improvements so we
are pleased that the state is moving forward with the approach as part of the mid-coast IR TMDL. The
types of information listed seem appropriate although additional detail on the type of method that
landowners should use for conducting the survey will be important for consistency and ensure guality
results.

From the description provided, it wasn’t clear when (or how often?) the private industrial forest lands
needed to submit their road inventory and schedule for improvements.

For Family Forestlands, what type of “survey” are they supposed to conduct? Also, what is considered
an “immediate or near-term” water guality risk? Will family foresters conducting self-surveys be able to
make that assessment? Will additional guidance be provided? “As quickly as possible” is very vague and
open to many different interpretations. To one person, that could mean “5 years from now.” It would
be helpful to include more concrete timeframes such as: “as quickly as possible, not to exceed X months
or one year?”

¢ Do you have suggested changes to the inventory and assessment metrics? (e.g. are there road
situations that need to be included but are not listed or vice versa?)
o No
O
O
¢ Please list any information on identification protocols for road risks, either additional references
or protocol suggestions?
o -

O
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O

O

O

¢ Please list any suggested changes for the Improvement and Removal Planning requirement.

o Providing additional guidance or suggestions on how to prioritize roads for

improvement would be helpful.

0O O O

O

¢ Please provide any suggested elements for a Biennial Progress Report format (should convey the

needed information, avoid being burdensome, be adaptable to other road sectors).
o Keeping it simple. Perhaps: Which priority roads segments were addressed. Brief
description of how they were addressed. List of segments that remain and any changes

to priority rankings.

O
O

¢ Timeline and Milestones:

Calendar Year TMDL Year Action Milestone Suggestions
2013 0 TMDL Approved
Inventory & Assessment
2015 2 Completed;
Start Road Work
Improvement &
2017 4
Removal Plan Approved
2019 5 N
0,
2021 8 25% of Plan Work
Completed
2023 10 )
0,
2025 12 50% of Plan Work
Completed
2027 14 )
0,
2029 16 75% of Plan Work
Completed
2031 18 )
0,
2033 20 100% of Plan Work
Completed

¢ Should the requirements for family forestlands (private nonindustrial) be based on ownership
size or operational intensity/volume, and what threshold should differentiate between

industrial and nonindustrial landowners?
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¢ What (if any) types of monitoring are not included in the Monitoring/Evaluation section but
should be?
o No additional suggestions.
O
O
O
¢ Do you have suggestions for or access to additional monitoring resources or suggestions for
coordination of monitoring resources?
No

5. Identify BMPs:
¢ Please provide suggestions for references in addition to those cited in the document for use in

choosing suites of BMPs for the various road situations that are a risk to water quality &
beneficial uses?

o Forrecommended BMP guides, EPA Coastal Nonpoint Program Guidance for the
Forestry Measures may not be the most effective guide to list. NOAA and EPA found
that OR’s FPA was adequate for meeting the basic CZARA forestry measures but water
guality impairments were still occurring so placed an additional condition on OR’s
Coastal Nonpoint Program to develop additional management measures where water
guality impairments and degradation of beneficial uses attributable to forestry exist
despite implementation of the forestry measures included in Chapt. 3.

O

O

O

¢ Please list any experts and practitioners that you feel would provide valuable insight for the
road situation/BMP table for this TMDL.
N
O
O
O
¢ Do you have suggestions for guidelines for choosing among BMPs? For example, when should
transportation restrictions be used? Minor upgrades? Major upgrades? Vacation (removal of
road)?

o No

O
O
O
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General:
Overall feedback:

It appears that OR assumes that roads built consistent with the current forest road construction and
maintenance rules are considered protective of water quality and do not need to be included in this
inventory (see statement in introduction). This is not what NOAA and EPA found in our 1998 conditional
approval findings for OR’s Coastal Nonpoint Program. That findings document notes that: “EPA and
NOAA have identified areas where existing practices under the FPA and FPR should be strengthened to
attain water gquality standards and fully support beneficial uses. These areas include protection of
medium, small, and non-fish bearing streams, including intermittent streams; protection of areas at
high risk for landslides; the ability of forest practices to address cumulative impacts of forestry activities;
road density and maintenance, particularly on so-called “legacy” roads; and the adequacy of stream
buffers for application of certain chemicals.” [emphasis added].

NOAA and EPA’s June 2008 letter to ODEQ and DLCD also states that, “It is not clear how the rules
address water guality impairments associated with legacy roads and a large portion of the existing road
network where construction/reconstruction is not proposed. We recommend adoption of a road
mapping and abandonment program that creates a requirement and timeline for addressing all active
and legacy roads to ensure that water guality is protected.” Therefore, we are supportive of this
approach to identify and address problematic forestry roads. However, as noted in comments to #3
above, given what's stated in the intro, it's still not clear exactly which roads will be included in the
survey, etc. To address NOAA and EPA’s concerns for CZARA purposes, the road surveys must address all
forestry roads, not just “legacy roads” or those built pre-FPA.

¢ Do the 5 objectives address the information needs for forest roads? If not, what additional
guestions need to be asked?

The 5 objectives look good (with some clarifications noted above). However, the success of objective 5
will depend largely on the BMPs selected/recommended so we will be interested to see how the list of
recommended BMPs develops and if the BMPs will be adequate to address our concerns.

While the 5 objectives seem straightforward, not all of the TMDL Goals & Objectives appear to be in
align with CZARA goals. For example, the forest roads goals should reflect no exceedance of water
quality standards due to forest roads or forestry operations on all roads {public and private}, not just
public roads. Also, as noted above under “Overall Feedback”, NOAA and EPA have already stated that
just adhering to FPA requirements is not enough to achieve water quality goals for sediment. Therefore,
that goal/objective should be struck.

¢ Are there gaps in the Approach that have not been discussed in responses to the questions
above and how can they be filled?

The discussion captures the CZARA issues well.
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¢ How important do you feel it is to explore options for expanding the geographic scope to the
entire Mid Coast basin?

Starting with a pilot area (OWEB Region 2} is fine but there should also be a process for expanding to
other areas of the mid-coast listed for sediment to meet CZARA purposes.

¢ Please provide any additional references for assessment of forest road risks to water quality or
forest road BMPs?
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